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[Pu叩oseJSince the 1980s， public administrations have been viewed increas-
ingly as inefficient in comparison with organizations governed through market 
principles， which are considered as being both more conducive to the promotion 
of quality and more cost effective. As a consequence， the role played by private 
organizations (for-profit and nonprofit) has broadened. In this new environ-
ment， nonprofit organizations， which had previously been seen as fulfiling the 
demand for social services which the state did not provide， now clearly 
abandoned this supplementary role in favor of a complementary one in which 
nonprofit organizations and governments came to be engaged primarily in a 
'contract relationship' in which the latter finance public services and the former 
deliver them An important factor that leads governments to engage in public 
services contract with nonprofits is the be!ief that they share similar ethical and 
value orientations that wil allow governments to reduce monitoring costs 
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However， the notion of the existence of similarities in ethical climate has not 
been systematically examined. This study aimed exactly to this scope. It is an 
investigation of ethical climates in nonprofits and government in Tokyo(Japan) 
and London (UK)， to determine the extent to which similarities (and 
differences) exist in ethical climate dimensions， what drives the differences and 
what are the implications for the sectors in these two cities. 
[Research DesignJ Using survey data and structural equation modeling 
techniques， the factors structure equivalence and measurement invariance of 
ethical climate in the two sectors were tested. The Ethical Climate Scale 
(developed by Victor and Cullen in the '80s to test ethical climate in the 
for-profit sector and then revised by Agarwal and Malloy recently in the 
non-profit) which 1 have used for my previous study， was tested empirically in 
the two country-contexts by means of a survey and interviews with several of 
the respondents to the survey. Over 2000 potential respondents were contacted 
for this survey (approximately 500 in the government sector and 500 in the 
nonprofit sector in each country). 
[Original ContributionsJ The outcome of this study would be a deeper 
awareness of ethical perceptions of each sector and an enhanced sense of trust 
during inter-sectoral negotiations. This study would provide important insights 
that would allow policy makers in government to better understand the 
implications of using nonprofit partners to deliver services. The study would 
also provide a theoretical and empirical starting point from which government -
nonprofits relationships in J apan and UK can be better understood. 
Key words : Ethical climate， government， nonprofit， Tokyo (Japan) ， London 
(UK) 
Paper type : Research paper 
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1. Introduction 
The crucial role assumed by nonprofit organizations (NPOs) in the provision of 
public services makes it essential that their ethical orientations are understood 
by both government. as由eirmajor source of funding， and the community at 
large as taxpayers and beneficiaries. Accordingly， governmental regulation and 
oversight of NPOs have grown substantially during the last decade in an effort 
to maximize accountability to the public (Austin， 2003; Hodgson， 2004)， a 
tightening of control which has often been considered to be to their 
disadvantage (Evers， 2004， Paton， 2003). Indeed， some writers suggest the 
major problem for NPOs is the scramble for services contracts， which also 
produces ・missiondrift' (Young and Denize， 2008). It is also ar即 ed也at
governments are reluctant to enter into contractual relationships with NPOs 
because of the attendant high monitoring costs (Malloy and Agarwal， 2008). 
The pressure for accountability， from the nonprofit side， and high monitoring 
costs， from the government side， make any kind of partnership between these 
two sectors di血cultto establish and to maintain (Gazley and Brudney， 200ワ). 
However， there are solutions to出isproblern. Brown and Troutt (2004)， for 
example， report出atwhen organisations share similar ethical values they are 
more willing to enter into les rigid and more value-based relationships whose 
efficacy tends to be longer lasting. In order to sustain long-term relationship 
both sides should be driven by philosophy and ethical values that go beyond 
merely providing e血cientsolutions to societal problems (Brown and Troutt， 
2004). For the government-nonprofit service delivery arrangement to evolve 
into a long-term relationship it is well-advised也atgovernments plan 
performance contracts with NPOs after fuly understanding intersectoral 
ethical climates (Malloy & Agarwal， 2008). 
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The concept of ethical climate is a powerful one. According to Sims (1992)， 
"The ethical climate of an organization is the shared set of understandings 
about what correct behavior is and how ethical issues wil be handled. This 
climate sets the tone for decision making at alllevels and in al circumstances." 
(pp‘509). Scholars such as Victor and Cullen (1987) and， more recently， 
Vidaver-Cohen (1998) have suggested that ethical climate in organizations 
influences the moral conduct of their membership and especially that of their 
boards of directors. One of the most interesting definitions of ethical climate has 
been given by Malloy and Agarwal (2003) who described it as 可heinformal 
interpreter and judge of如 individual'sorganizational behavior" a catalyst， or 
at least a potentially forceful moderator of an individual's organizational 
behavior" (Malloy and Agarwal， 2003， pp. 39). What then can measures of 
ethical climate tel us about government-nonprofit relational fit and their policy 
implications for service delivery? Successful relationships between the two 
sectors are most often built on trust and as such governments have been 
advised to choose to∞ntract and partner wI由nonprofitsbecause仕leyare less 
likely to behave in opportunistic fashion usually associated with for-profit 
organizations. This view though must be held wI由somecaution as even wi出m
the context of non-distribution， nonprofits旦resubject to forms of opporturusm 
that are unique to their particular context (Gazley and Brudney， 2007). Many 
nonprofits are not held as accountable as their government or for-profit 
counterparts due to the fragmentation "between the community-at-large， the 
fiduci町ybo町d，出efunding source， and management" (G町dner，1987， pp. 
7-8). However， research in this field generally suggests出atnonprofits are less 
prone to opportunism出血 privatesector firms. Therefore， the costs of 
monitoring contracts with private sector are often prohibitive and thus a 
motivation to use NPOs (Prager， 1994). If these costs can be reduced even 
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further due to congruence in ethical climates， then it can mはeNPOs even more 
attractive partners for government. 
Young (2000) provides one of the few studies which try to explain how the 
relationship between nonprofit organizations and governments has developed 
over the years in different countries. In particular， he focuses his theoretical 
釦 alysison four countries， including UK and J apan. Of these， he concludes出at
“J apan appears more strongly orientated toward the complementary mode， 
viewing nonprofits very largely as extensions of the government and with 
relatively lit也 emphasisgiven to supp!ementary and adversarial activity of the 
nonprofit" (Young， 2000， pp. 165)， while in the UK the relationship between 
nonprofit organizations and government is built on a "more deeply rooted 
institutional history of private charities and philanthropy than those in J apan'" 
the supplemental mode of nonprofit provision never disappeared and now 
constitutes a strong base for the development of both complementary and 
supplementary relations with the government" (ibid， pp. 167-168). The way in 
which Young (2000) sees the ]apanese case is in accord with the ways in which 
other scholars have conceptualized the relationship between nonprofits叩 d
government in Japan. Schwartz (1998) and Estevez-Abe (2003) cite Japan as a 
paradigm in the realm of social welfare services， ahead of many Western 
European countries， on account of its close state-nonprofit sector partnership. 
Indeed， as Taylor (1999) asserts， nonprofit organisations in the UK have long 
seen themselves as a watchdog on the state， exerting an influence on policy 
from outside the sphere of government. 
To the author's knowledge， no comparative empirical research has been 
conducted into bo也Japanese and British nonprofit and government sectors to 
determine the extent to which differences (and similarities) exist in ethical 
climate dimensions. Indeed， as has been argued by Rasmussen et al. (2003)， 
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there is an overalllack of research on ethical climate in nonprofit organizations 
and governments because this factor has previously been an important topic of 
research and practice in the for叩profitsector. To date， we can identiちTonly five 
relevant studies which have tried to explore the subject of ethical climate in 
nonprofit organizations: Deshpande (1996); Agarwal and Malloy (1999); 
Brower and Shrader (2000); Rasmussen et al. (2003); and Malloy and Agarwal 
(2008). Rasmussen et al. (2003)， through their qualitative research， found out 
that nonprofit participants identified individual caring and independence as 
prevalent， whereas government participants identified law and codes and social 
caring climates as the prevailing ethical climate. Malloy and Agarwal (2008)， by 
focusing their quantitative investigation on the nonprofits and governments of 
two Canadian provinces， confirm those differences， but they also show that 
there are some overlaps in the shared perception of some ethical climates 
between the two bodies investigated， and they argue that it is in those 
communalities也atgovernments and nonprofits normally invest to build 
trustful relationships. 
This study shows for the first time how perceptions of ethical climate may 
differ in the nonprofit and government sectors， both within and between 
separate country contexts. The findings of this study provide a preliminary 
insight into two important areas: firstly into the orientation of ethical climates 
within the two sectors investigated， which may help policy makers in the 
governments of the two localities analyzed understand better the implications 
of using their local nonprofit partners to deliver services， and secondly into 
the reasons why， inthe Japanese context， partnerships between governments 
and nonprofits are close and long-lasting， whereas in the UK they are much 
more di出cultto build and maintain. 
60 ガバナンス研究 NO.7 (2011年)
2. Thωretical Framework 
The vast maiority of the research that has been conducted in ethical climates is 
based upon the theoretical framework which was developed by Victor and 
Cullen in the late 1980s in order to study the perception of ethical orientation in 
for-profit organizations. 
Victor and Cullen (1987， 1988) developed a framework for meas~ing the 
perception of ethical orientation in organizations by combining the theoretical 
constructs of ethical theory and locus of analysis. Three ethical theories form 
the basis of Victor and Cullen's (1987， 1988) model. They include egoism 
(hedonism)， benevolence (utilitarianism). and principled (deontology) ethical 
grounding. It is interesting to note that these three ethical theories conceptually 
and philosophically overlap significantly wi出 thethree generally accepted 
dimensions of trust， narnely， ability (iιski1ls and competencies). benevolence 
(iムnon-egocentricmotive)， and integrity (i.e. personal and moral principles) 
(Mayer et aI. 1995). 
Theoretical constructs of ethical theory 
圃 Thefirst theory is egoism. Egoism represents organizational behavior that 
attempts to avoid puniぬmentand seeks reward for也eindividual and the 
organization. This often leads to a climate in which the primary goal is 
individual and organizational efficiency and success in terms of productivity 
and cost-effectiveness. 
• The second theory is benevolence. This approach describes organizational 
behavior that seeks the greatest goodness or pleasure and the least pain for 
the members as a whole. The benevolence theory aims at fostering 
friendship. interpersonal relationship. group cohesion， and public good. 
• The final theory in吐血frarneworkis termed principle. Unlike the previous 
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two teleological-based theories.出sapproach places emphasis not on出e
happiness or pleasure of the individual or grouP. but rather its focus is upon 
abstract impersonal rules of conduct. These rules manifest themselves in the 
form of personal morality. organizational rules and procedures. and legal and 
professional codes of conduct. 
L∞US of analysis 
This construct contains three di旺:erentreference points for an individual's 
decision making. These three perspectives include individual. local. and 
cosmopolitan viewpoints. 
圃 Decisionsmade at the individual locus are ideographical in nature叩 d
based upon personal inclinations or well-considered existential convictions. 
圃 Thelocal referent is the immediate work group or the firm generally描
well as the individual's community of significant others. Norms. values. and 
behaviors derived from出 simmediate work or social community are 
interna1ized or at least generally operationalized by the individual actor. The 
local locus is indicative of decisions made as a function of the wil or the 
pressure of the group. 
• Finally. cosmopolitan decisions are made as a result of their perceived 
universality as opposed to what is good for the individual or the group. At仕出
level. behavior is shaped by normative systems由athave the potential to 
operate within也eorganization but are generated and maintained externally 
(e. g. professional codes of e吐lIcs部 opposedto firm-specific behavioral 
norms). 
The outcome of the juxtaposition of these loci of analyses and three ethical 
theories is a nine-cell climate matrix (see Table 1 below). 
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Table 1: The ethical climate typology (For-profit Organizations). 
Locus ofcむri1taelyrlsoISn/ Ethical Individual Local Cosmopolitan 
Egoism Self-interest Organizational Interest Efficiency 
Benevolence Friendship Team Interest Social Responsibility 
Principle Personal Morality Org&anFizraotc ional Rules cedures Rules and Law 
Source:・Victorand CulelZ臼98砂.
Whi1e these nine cels exist theoretically in Victor and Cullen's framework. 
however， empirically， fewer climate types present themselves. For example， in
the vast majority of studies conducted in the for-profit sector (including 
Victor's and Cullen's original study)， five climate types seem to re-occur (e.g・-
Barnett and Schubert， 2002; DeConnick and Lewis， 1997; Peterson， 2002; Vardi， 
2001; Victor and Cullen 1988). While some research identifies similar ethical 
climates in the nonprofit sector (e. g.， Deshpande， 1996a， b)， other studies 
demonstrate notable variations (e.g.， Agarwal叩 dMalloy， 1999; Brower and 
Shrader， 2000). For example， the study conducted by Agarwal and Malloy 
(1999) reveals that the nonprofit sector has a more discriminating perception of 
benevolent and caring climate as opposed to the justice-oriented “law and code" 
climate. 
With this typology in mind Victor and Cullen developed an Ethical Climate 
Questionnaire (ECQ) with each question answered by the respondents scoring 
on a six-point scale ranging from "completely false"旬、。mpletelytrue." 
Agarwal and Malloy (1999) applied this research tol to a nonprofit 
organization and discovered that not al the ethical climate types were 
replicable. In particular， they found that， inthe nonprofit organization， there 
were no significant ethical climate perceptions based on the "local or 
organizationallocus" of叩 alysis(Agarwal and Malloy， 1999). They also found 
How do sirnilarities (or diferences) in ethical percep伽sbetwen local government 0面白Is釦dnonprofit executives shape their relationslups? 63 
that. in the nonprofit organization， there was a general trend toward a “caring 
climate of benevolence'¥including individual caring -in which the primary 
concern of members is the well-being of others， and the tendency among them 
is to do what is best for the service users rather than the general public， and 
social caring -in which the primary concern of members is the well-being of 
the community or society at large (social responsibility)， and the tendency 
among them is to do what is right for the public as a whole (Malloy and 
Agarwal， 2001; Parboteeah and Cullen， 2003). Following their findings， Agarwal 
and Malloy rebuilt Victor and Cullen's matrix showing how it differs between 
for-profit and nonprofit. (See Table 2 below) 
Table 2: The ethical climate typology (Nonprofit Organizations) . 
Locusof a:rnltdeyrls〈is/ Ethical criterion Individual Local Cosmopolitan 
Egoism Self-interest / / (Machiavellianism) 
Benevolence {1MLfiIuridicuHd sc凶upri坦g) / SL)C[Siaol cRzaEl SPCOuIlsmibgij lty 
Principle hrsonal pMzdeonratelIj ty / Rules and Law (lndepe (Formal policy andρrocedures) 
Source: Agar即aland Malloy ρ99~り.
On the basis of their discovery in 1999， Malloy and Agarwal proposed two 
factors which may influence the perception of ethical climate in a nonprofit 
organization: individual-specific factors (relating to the individual locus) and 
significant-other factors (relating to the cosmopolitan locus) . Inparticular， they 
identified “educational level" as being one of the individual-specific factors 
which may influence the ethical perception of a nonprofit organization more 
than other factors; on the other hand， among the significant-other factors， they 
identified the presence and frequency of dilemmas dealing with volunteers as 
that feature， among others， which might influence the perception of ethical 
climate in a nonprofit context. (Malloy and Agarwal， 2001. pp. 44-49)ー
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However. because their investigation was based on a nonprofit organization， it
did not show how the matrix may change from one kind of organization to 
another， and from one country to another. Later in 2008， Agarwal叩 dMalloy 
conducted another study in two Canadian provinces in which they tried to 
understand how ethical climate changes between nonprofits and governments， 
but again it lack the cross-national comparative dimension. 
3. Methodology 
The instrument for this study was based upon the Ethical W ork Climate 
Questionnaire developed by Victor and Cullen (1987， 1988). This includes 
36-items. Against the background of this review， we developed our own version 
of the Ethical Climate Questionnaire. This ECQ was developed for distribution 
in four nonprofit executive directors and four government oficials in Chiba 
prefecture. When developing our own version of the ECQ. we tried to follow the 
Victor and Cullen ECQ四 versionas much as possible. For example. the 
instructions for the respondents were almost literally translated from Victor 
and Cullen (1988: 110). 
However， we did have to make a number of important modifications to the 
original ECQ: 1) First， Victor and Cullen (1988: 112) 's items typically refer to 、ompany" (e.g. "ln this company， people are expected to follow their own 
personal and moral beliefs.づ.1n our questionnaire we replaced "company . " not
by "organization， " but by a specific description of the (part of the) organization 
the questions were about. As mentioned above， the ECQ is analyzed at the 
organizationallevel and the actual organisations we researched are "nonprofits 
and government departments." Yet. because the government departments 
were typically part of a larger organization， itwould not be self-evident for the 
survey-respondents to understand what is meant by "our organization". Hence， 
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to avoid interpretation problems， the survey explicitly indicated the name of the 
organization， i.e. the organizational level at which the climate was to be 
measured. 2) Second， quite a number of specific items were changed and a few 
were entirely replaced because were considered by those 8 people who took 
part in our piloting study as too much repetitive or very ambiguous questions. 
3) Some items were left out because they were too similar to other items. 4) 
印 dperhaps， most important， these adapted items' were translated into 
]apanese. In this process， we faced some problems of interpretation and 
translation so we sort of tried to find an interpretation of items which differed as 
less as possible from the original meanings， though in a way that was as much as 
possible understandable by respondents in the ]apanese cultural-context. 
Operationa/ization of the variable 
Based upon empirical and theoretical evidence of the correlation and 
co-existence of climate dimensions， the factors were assumed to be 
non-orthogonal and we decided to apply the EF A (explanatory factor 
analysisl) using principal axis factoring and utilizing the oblique rotation 
method. At the start， this methodological change appeared to be contradictory 
to Victor and Cullen's original strategy of adopting the PCA (principal 
1) Explanations of what EFA is a11 about ar巴givenin note number 3 below. “The first 
difference between EF A and PCA is that the direction of influenc巴 isreversed: EF A 
assumes由atthe measured r巴sponses釘宮bas巴don the underlying factors while in PCA the 
principal components are based on the measur官:dresponses. The s巴conddifference is出at
EF A assumes that the variance in the measured variables can be decomposed into that 
accounted for by common factors and that accounted for by unique factors. The principa1 
components are defin巴dsimply as linear combinations of出巴 measurements，and so wil 
contain both common and unique variance" DeCost恐r，]. (1998). Overview of Factor 
Ana1ysis from htp:! !www.stat-help目com!notes.html
Oblique rotation method is explained in note 3 below. 
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components analysis2)). but they were shown to have done the right thing 
because Bartlett's test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
measure of sampling adequacy indicated that it was appropriate for the data in 
question to adapt the EF A. The resulting analysis yielded 10 factors but only 8 
factors eigenvalues greater than unity and these were selected. The eight 
factors were then reported in the following matrix: 
Ethical Climate Scale 
F1，' Self-Interest 
(1) In X. people protect their own interest above other considerations. 
(2) In X. people are mostly concerned about what is best for themselves. 
(3) In X. people are mostly out for themselves. 
F2: Or.居間'nizθtionalInterest 
(4) People here are expected to do anything to further the financial interests and 
the position of X. 
(5) People here consider it to be important that citizens find X better than other 
organizations that perform similar tasks. 
(6) People here are solely concerned with the financial interests and the image of 
X. 
2) "The purpose of PCA isωderive a relatively small number of components that can 
account for the variability found in a relatively large number of measures. This procedure. 
caled data 閃 duction.is typically performed when a researcher does not want to include al 
of the original measur百sin analyses but stil wants to work wiぬtheinformation that they 
contain. Differences between Explanatory Factor Analysis and PCA紅isefrom the fact 
that the two are based on different models" DeCoster.]. (1998). Overview of Factor 
Analysis. from htp: / /www. stat-help.∞m/notes. html. Orthogonal rotation method is 
explained in note 3 below. 
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F3: Efficiency 
(7) In X， each person is expected， above al， towork in a cost-reductive way. 
(8) The cheapest way is always the right way， inX 
F4: Friendship 
(9) Good interpersonal contacts (both with colleagues and with outsiders) are 
considered to be very important in X. 
(10) In X， our major concern is always what is best for the other person (whether 
he or she is a colleague or not). 
(1) What is best for each individual (whether citizen or colleague) is the primary 
concern in X. 
ωIt is expected that each individual (both colleague and outsider) is cared for 
when making decisions here. 
F5: Teθm Interest 
同Themost important concern is the good of al the people in X. 
(14) People in X view team spirit as important. 
(15) A good and broad cooperation among al colleagues is considered to be very 
important in X. 
F6: Stakeholder Orientation 
M) It is expected here that you wil always do what is right for the citizens with 
whom you deal 
。カ Peoplein X have a strong sense of responsibility to the citizens they deal 
with. 
同 Peoplein X are actively concerned about the citizens they have direct 
contact with. 
同 Theeffect of decisions on the citizens with whom we directly deal is a 
primary concern in X. 
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F7: Personal Morality 。0)There is no room for one's own professional ethics or personal morals in X. 
削InX. people are expected to follow their personal moral beliefs and their own 
professional ethics. 
側 Themost important consideration in X iseach employee's personal sense of 
right and wrong. 
F8: Rules and Law 
倒 Itis very important to folIow strictly X's rules and procedures here. 
凶 Thefirst consideration is whether a decision violates any law. 
伺 Peopleare expected to comply with the law and public interest over and 
above other considerations. 
師~In X. people are expected to strictly fol1ow legal and professional standards. 
In our study. ethical climate was measured using these 8 climate types we 
identified. Each item or climate description was measured using a six-point 
Likert scale.“completely false" (A= -3). "mostly false" (B= -2).“somewhat 
false" (C= -1).“somewhat true" (D= 1).“mostly廿ue"(E= 2). or“completely 
true" (F= 3). Therefore a high score shows the presence and a low score the 
absence of a climate. We made clear at the top of this set of questions that our 
objective was to discover. through respondents' answers. not how也ey(the 
respondents) would like the climate to be. but how the climate of their 
organization actually was (at the time when the questionnaire was being 
completed) . 
At the end of our survey. we chose a strictly confirmatory factor analysis 
which. as has been pointed out by DeCoster (1998). has "the main objective of 
determining the ability of a predefined factor model to fit an observed set of 
data." (7). Floyd and Widaman (1995) suggested that explanatory factor 
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analysis is most appropriate in the initial stage of model development whereas 
confirmatory factor analysis provides a more powerful tool in the second stage 
of research when a model has already been established. By using SEM 
goodness-of-fit tests (LISREL) 3) we were able to determine if the pattern of 
variances and covariances korrelations) in出edata was consistent with the 
structural model spec江Iedby our explanatory factor analysis. Through the 
LISREL we obtained the int町一correlatiβnmatrix which shows the covariance 
among the constructs. Then we fitted the model to the data and by using the 
most common model-fitting procedure， named ‘maximum likelihood estimation'， 
with which we obtained the estimates of faβtor loadings that were free to vary. 
The reliability of each item used in the survey was then assessed by Cronbach's 
alpha which is a coe妊icientof reliability (or internal ∞nsistency). It can b同e 
written as a function of the number of t旬esはtitems and the average 
mム臼r-c∞orrelation a創mongthe items. The following formula is the one used to 
calculate the standardized Cronbach's alpha: 
N-r 
a=一一一一一一一一一
1 +(N-l)・
where N represents the number of items and r-bar is the average inter-item 
correlation among the items. 
For each factor representing an ethical climate type in the scale we reported 
the relative intensity， which was assessed through the calculation of means. 
These relative intensities were then ranked in two groups: 'low' and 'high'. The 
basic rule of thumb for this distribution is twofold: the eight ethical climate 
types should be distributed somewhat equally over the two groups surveyed; 
3) S巴巴 ‘what isLISREL al about' in INTRODUCING LISREL written by Diamantopoulos 
and Siguaw (200)ー
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and the types are distributed on the basis of their ranked relative intensity. This 
was assessed through the following statistical formula: 
|1.町=L:Ai/V，1
Where 1 isthe relative intensity of an ethical climate type; A isthe mean; V is
the ideal value given to each of the 6 points on the Likert scale; i indicates the 
row position; and j indicates the column position. As can be seen in the formula 
presented above， we gave to the 6-point Likert scale the following values: 
・completelyfalse' (-3)，‘rnostly false' (-2)， 'sornewhat false'ト1)，‘sornewhat
true' (1)， 'rnostly true' (2)，・completelytrue' (3)， thus the two categories could 
be easily recognized by the negative or positive sign of each relative intensity. 
Furthermore， ethical clirnate types rnarked by a low rank (a negative relative 
intensity value) indicate that they were absent in the perception of the 
respondents. On the other hand， high rank factors (represented by positive 
relative intensities values) highlight the presence of these ethical climates 
arnong the executive directors surveyed. 
Data collection 
The study was conducted between August 2009 and March 2010. At first we 
did a pilot study on a sarnple of 16 organizations， 8 outside Tokyo， inChiba 
prefecture， and 8 outside London， inBirmingharn紅白.In each country， the pilot 
sarnple involved 4 nonprofits and 4 government oficials. As a result of the pilot 
study， and subsequent explanatory factor analysis， we arrived to construct the 
血lalquestionnaire of 26 items， much shorter then the original one but which 
was stil inclusive of al the dirnensions we wanted to test in first place Ci.e. 
Self-interest; Organizational interest; Efficiency; Friendship; Tearn-interest; 
Stakeholder開・orientation;Personal morality; Rules and laws). 
In Japan we contacted first by phone and then by rnail 1012 potential 
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respondents: 500 local government oficials were selected among 10 Municipal 
local governments (50 0盟cialseach municipal government): 512 nonprofit 
organizations were selected among these types of organizations as follow (皿d
we inclllded al 23 districts of Tokyo and also the sp配 ialcitiesぉ weIl):缶詰ai
Fllkushi Hojin (250); Tokutei Hi Eiri Katsudo Hojin (NPO) (162); Iryo' Hojin 
(50); Shukyo' Hojin (20): Tokushu Hojin (20); Gakko' Hojin (10). In UK we 
contacted 1004 potential respondents: 500 local government oficials were 
selected from 10 city councils in London; 504 nonprofit organizations selected 
were mainly Charities. 
All participants received a self-addressed stamped envelope. the sllrvey 
instrument (E出 calClimate Qllestionnaire. Victor and Cullen. 1987. 1988). and 
a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study. We requested access from 
the senior administration for the initial mailing. Surveys were distribllted as 
part of the internal mail system and were not to be distributed by supervisors 
personally in order to avoid any perceived coercion to respond. While mail 
surveys are known for the low response rate. it 0宜ersa high degree of 
perceived anonymity. which is an Impo討担t∞nsiderationhere given出e
nature of出isstudy. 
Respondents Characteristics 
In the J apanese nonprofit sample. 456 questionnaires were filed and returned. 
In the government sample. 345 questionnaires were filed and returned. Due to 
some missing values. a net sample of 441 questionnaires (for nonprofit)加 d321
questionnaires (for government) were used for the final analysis. In the British 
nonprofit sample. 374 questionnaires were filed血 dreturned. In the 
government sample. 398 questionnaires were filed and returned. Due to same 
missing values. a net sample of 327 questionnaires (for nonprofit) and 356 
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questionnaires (for government) were used for the final analysis. 
4. Presentation of the Results and Discussion 
Tables 3 and 4 below show the relative intensities of the eight ethical climate 
types in comparative perspective in J apan and UK respectively. 
Table 3: Ranked relative intensities of the eight ethical clirnate types in 
Nonprofit and Government Sectors in Tokyo 
Factors 
Nonprofit SectQl" Government Sector 
Relative Intensity Clasification Relative Intensity Class凶cation
F1: Self-Interest -0.78 Low -0.87 Low 
F2: Organizationallnterest -0.19 Low -0.09 Low 
F3:Eβ'iciency -0.98 Low -0.78 Low 
F4: Friendship 1.40 High 1.45 High 
F5町 TeamInterest 1.23 High l.27 High 
F6・StakeholderOrientation l.68 High 2.00 High 
F7: Personal Morality -0.27 Low -1.53 Low 
F8: Rules and Law 1.22 High 1.83 High 
Source: Analysis 01 Survey Dat，α 
Table 4: Ranked relative intensities of the eight ethical climate types in 
Nonprofit and Government Sectors in London 
Nonprofit Sector Government Sector 
Factors 
Relative Intensity Clasificati口n Relative Intensity Clasification 
F1: Self-Inte開5t -1.34 Low -1.82 Low 
F2目OrganizationalInterest 0.87 High -1.0 Low 
F3: Efficiency -0.59 Low l.24 High 
F4: Friendsh砂 1.63 High 1.45 High 
F5: T，ι沼mInterest 情0.73 Low 0.27 High 
F6: Stakeholder Orientation 1.27 High 0.84 High 
F7: Personal Morality 1.59 High -1.67 Low 
F8: Rules and Law 切1.96 Low 1.72 High 
Source: Analysis 01 Survey Data 
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The ethical climate matrix in the ] apanese context shows strong similarities 
between nonprofit executive directors and government oficials. In the author's 
view. this provides a valid explanation for the way in which the relationship 
between nonprofit organizations and government should be perceived in ]apan 
(see Laratta， 2009a and Laratta， 2009b) and therefore dismantle some of the 
past arguments which supported the idea that nonprofits in ]apan are mostly 
co-opted by the government sector. Both government and nonprofit sectors 
perceive universallaws and rules as necessary. This similarity in cosmopolitan 
climates may influence the manner in which services are delivered. For 
example， a nonprofit organization could make decisions that meet the perceived 
needs of the users and at the same time showing a strict adherence to 
governmental policy. This similarity is philosophically interesting， asit appears 
to converge the government's ethics of justice (Kant and Kohlberg) with the 
nonprofit's ethics of caring (e.g.， GiIligan， 1982). In the UK， on the other hand， 
the Law and Code ethical climate diverge dramatically between the two 
sectors. As expected， the government sector perceived Social Caring (i. e. 
'Stakeholder Orientation') and ‘Rules and Law' as very existing climate. 
Government. in theory and practice， isbureaucratic in nature and as such relies 
on universal rules as its means of operation to set policy and to deliver services 
(Hodgkinson， 1996). The case of UK actually confirms this expectation because 
we found that the ethical climate 'Law and Code' is very strong in the 
government sector and not existent in the Nonprofit sector. Also interestingly 
was that in the ]apanese context the government chooses to accentuate process 
(Law and Code) ， but it doesn't accentuate also outcome (Efficiency). In the UK 
context. on the other hand， these two ethical climates seemed to be present. 
Therefore， In the ]apanese context， this finding contrasts the perspective 
termed rule-utilitarianism which advocates that the rules that ought to be 
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fol1owed are ones也atlead to the greatest good for the greatest number (or出e
greatest e:ficiency). One might also argue that this particular dual purpose 
represents the reverse of the post-conventionallevel of the justice orientation 
promoted by both Kant (1785/1983) and Kohlberg (1969). As with the 
government oficials. the nonprofit executives in both countries also places 
greatest concern with Social Caring (i. e. 'Stakeholder Orientation'). This 
similarity is of practical concern as the global rules wi由whichthe government 
operates may be seen by the nonprofit sector in the same way G.e. in favor of 
the social wellness). This surely bodes well for government-nonprofit 
collaboration where a common acceptance of benevolence and trusting 
relationships based upon the other's interests (Mayer et al.， 1995) pervades 
these two organizational types. However， bo出 sectorsin J apan identified 
Personal Morality climate as being absent. Personal Morality promotes 
behavior that is existential and post-conventional in nature (Kohlberg， 1969). 
Individuals are encouraged to examine decisions authentically and take 
responsibility for al outcomes. They are perceived to be creative and the 
product of their creativity is respected by the organization. Trust is based upon 
the belief that others wil abide by their principles and thus也eneed for direct 
supervision is reduced and independence is enhanced (e. g.， Inkpen and Li，
1999). While these climate could be perceived as not weIcoming by many in 
bo出 sectors，the extent to which an individual interprets "Personal Morality" 
may be some cause for concern for govemmental service downloading Ci.e.， 
quality control). 1n other words， to what extent do organizations wish 
employees to have the freedom to “free wheel" as opposed to follow policy? 
Interestingly， neither sector acknowledged Self-1nterest as existing. However， 
this was not the case泊出eUK where we found出atPersonal Morality climate 
was very strong in the nonprofit sector and very weak in the govemment 
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sector. In J apan Ethical climates do not diverge also at the local or 
organizationallevel (i.e. Organizational Team or Team Interest). This can help 
to create a potential collaboration climate in expectation between the sectors as 
both government and nonprofit sectors' emphasis at this level is upon process 
rather than outcome. On the contrary， inthe UK. we found that these two 
ethical climates diverge a lot between the two sectors. 
5. Conclusion and Implications 
It is generally assumed that an important factor prompting governments to 
engage in public services contracts with nonprofits is the be!ief that the ethical 
and value orientations which they both share wil generate reductions in 
monitoring costs. However， the notion of the existence of such similarities in 
ethical climate has never been systematically examined in order to substantiat-
ing it. This study for the first time can demonstrate to the J apanese government 
that nonprofit organizations would make better partners for government 
because they share similar ethical values and especially because nonprofits are 
less likely as the government to behave in an opportunistic manner. At the same 
time， our findings can demonstrate to the British government that exist a 
strong difference in ethical orientations between the two sectors and that出is
maybe the reason why the relationships between these two sectors are not 
strong and long-lasting. Only three out of the eight ethical climates investigated 
showed similarities between the two sectors in the UK. It is advisable to 
continue to build on these similarities. Indeed， our findings concerning the 
nonprofit executives' lack of identification with the ego became even more 
remarkable when associated with other findings of our research which showed 
that there were strong perceptions of belonging to either individual caring Ci.e 
Friendship) or social caring (i.e Stakeholder Orientation) climate types in both 
76 ガパナンス研究 NO.7 (2011年)
groups of respondents. Their primary concern was the well-being of others， and 
the tendency among them was to do what was best for the users of the services 
(individual responsibility) and the community at large (social responsibility). 
These findings proved to be consistent with the extant literature (see Agarwal 
and Malloy， 1999; Brower and Shrader， 2000; Deshpande， 1996; Rasmussen et al.，
2003) whose research produced almost identical conclusions. 
In J apan， our findings indicate that governments would be wise to reduce 
accountability demands on and exercise less caution in their arrangements wi出
the nonprofit sector. One aspect which emerges clearly from Laratta (2009c) is 
that in J apan government accountability demands on nonprofits are very 
numerous. This means that government at present is spending great amount of 
money in implementing those mechanisms of control. However， this findings 
show that the government is wasting money in this way， because it is 
monitoring (and perhaps too much) types of behavior in the nonprofit sector 
that are perfectly consistent with the objectives of government. Freedom from 
controls is an asset if governments hope to have the nonprofit sector be the 
innovator and incubator of new ideas and practices. In the UK. governments 
might well even ignore certain types of behavior， including behavior they would 
not have tolerated in the past in the name of maintaining and improving trust， 
and also increasing the proper spirit of innovation. 
What governments need to do is recognize the similarity of ethical climates 
with the nonprofit sector and avoid to destroy the varied and effective 
incentives for performance that already exists. Yet because there are 
similarities in ethical climate， itdoes not follow that governments should in any 
sense avoid increasing its contracting activities with the nonprofit sector. In 
fact， engaging in contracts that provide more room for independent and 
discretionary behavior with the nonprofit sector coincides with the growing 
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body of evidence which suggests that democratic regimes tend to operate more 
effectively when they foster strong networks of interdependence producing 
more deliberation， civility， and trust (Putnam， 2000). Thus nonprofit networks， 
which are growing by the choices made by politicians. public servants. and 
other social actors， are seen as being capable of enhancing social capital and 
with it the quality of governance in society precisely because they require trust 
between the parties. 
Pragmatically，江 oneis aware of the heightened awareness of a particular 
trust dimension. it would be logical to place greater emphasis on it in the early 
stages of negotiation. For example. if a nonprofit is bidding for a government 
contract. it would be prudent to emphasize Stakeholder Orientation as it 
appears to be the strongest common element for trust in the government 
c1加lateof social caring as well as in the nonprofit in both countries. 
As with any research. this study is not without Iimitations. Due to pragmatic 
constraints. this rese訂 chwas limited to a large sample of nonprofit and 
government managers in Tokyo and London. A broader sample that 
incorporates nonprofit and government nationally and globally would be 
valuable for future research. especially cross四nationalcomparative researches. 
Despite this. the outcomes of this study give a deeper awareness of ethical 
perceptions of each sector and an enhanced sense of trust during inter-sectoral 
negotiations. This study provides important insights that can allow policy 
makers in government to better understand the implications of using nonprofit 
partners to deliver services. It also provides a theoretical and empirical basis 
from which government -NPOs relationships in ]apan and UK can be better 
understood. 
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